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REMARKS 



The Applicants do not believe that exflmination of the fiaregoing amendnieat 
wm result fa the introduction of new matter iniD the present application for inveotion. 
Therefoie, the Applicants, respectfully, request that the above amendment be entered in and 
Ihat the claims to the present application, Idndly, be reconsidered. 

The Office Action dated August 1 1, 2005 has been received and considered by 
the Applicants. Claims 1-20 are pending in the present appWaAion for invention. Claims 1-20 
are rejected by the Aujjust 1 1, 2005 Office Action. 

The Office Action objects to the drawhigs for not indicating how the lines from 
Fig. I are connect to Figure 2A and 2B. Replacement drawing for Figures 1, 2A and 2B that 
coireci Oicse oversights are submitted herewith for the Examiners review. 

The Office Action objects to Claims 9 and 19 for being improper multiple 
depcndem claims. The Exammer states that a muhiple dependent clahn cannot depend ftom 
other multiple dependent claims. The foregofag amendment to the claims has corrected this 
ovosight. 

Claim 6 is rejected under the provisions of 35 U.S.C. §112 for not having 
sufficient antBcedcni basis for the recitation "regional preference". The foregoing 
amendment to the claims has corrected this oversight. 

The Office Action rejects Claims 1 and 11 under the provisions of 35 U.S.C. 
(i 102(e), as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,470136 issued in the name of Kohashi 
(hereinafter referred to as Kohashft . The Examiner states that KfihasM teaches the subject 
matter defined by the rejected claims inchiding the elements related to the logical channel 
number. 

Hie Applicant, respectfully, point out that that flie MPEP at §21 11.01 states 
that "the wOTds of the claim must be given their plain meaning unless appUcant has provided a 
clear definition in the specification. In re Zlets, 893 F.2d 319, 321. 13 IISPQ2d 1320, 1322 
(Fed. Cir. 1989)." The specification to the present application for invention at page 3, lines 
15-16 defines logical channel number as receiver information about a preferred programme 
location. The specification on page 3, lines 20-23 fimher defines logical channel number as 
being allocated on a countty by country basis based on mutual agreement among the diffisrent 
service providers. The specification on page 3, lines 20-23 ftirther states regarding the logical 
channel number that in one country the logical channel numbers are allocated uniquely 
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according to this agreemjent, tbiL% service with the same original network id and service id 
have the same logical channel number. The AH)licant, respectftilly, asserts that logical 
channel numbers as defined by the present application for invention art not disclosed or 
suggested by KohashL specifically, as used within the rejected claims. 

The Examiner indicates that logical channel number is disclosed by Rg, 3A of 
Kohashi . Tbe Applicant, respectfully, points out Aat Pig. 3A of Kohashi only discloses 
channels in geneial and the term 'logical channel number*' can not be read so broadly as to 
encompass any disclosure related to channel. The Applicants has the right to be his own 
lexicognqrfier. A» clearly stated in the MPEP at§21 1 1.01, where "an explicit defmition is 
provided by the applicant for a term, that definition will control interpretation of the term as it 
IS ased in the claim. Toro Co. v. fVhite Consolidated Industrie /w., 199 F.3d 1295, 1301, 
53 USPQ2d 1 065, 1069 (Ted. Cir. 1999) (meaning of woids used in a claim is not construed 
in a 'lexicographic vacuimi, but in the oontesct of the specification and drawings')' Any special 
meaning assigned to a term 'must be sufHdendy clear m the specification that any departure 
ftum common usage would be so understood by a person ofocperience in the field of the 
invention.' Multiform Desiccanislna v. Medzam Ltd, 133 F.3d 1473, 1477, 45 USPQld 
1429, 1432 (Fed. Cir. 1998)," As discussed above, the Applicant has clearly defined the tOTn 
^io^cal chaimel number'* and this term must be interpreted consistent with the definition that 
is supplied by the specification to the present Invention. 

There is no disclosure or suggestion within Kohas hi for ''logical channel 
number'" or any assignment rules based on logical chaxmel numbers. Therefore, diis rejection 
is traversed. 

The Office Action rejects Claim 2-4, and 12-14 under the provisions of 35 
U.S.C. §103(a)> as being obvious over Kohashi in view of U,S. Patent No. 6, 133,910 issued hi 
the name of Stinobruner (hereiimfter referred to as gtinebruner) . In this ngection the 
Examiner contradict? and reversed statements made in ttte previous rejection under §102(e). 
In the current rejection the Examiner states diat Kohashi system Pos (channels) do not 
necessarily correspond to logical channel numbers. In the current rejection the Examiner 
asserts that the Stinebmner teaches assigning programming locations and that the program 
locations correspond to logical channe] numbers. For the above discussed reasons^ the 
Applicant can not concur that the virtual; channels being mapped into actual channel or local 
programming channels as taught by Stinebruner can be construed as disclosing or suggestmg 
Ihe use of logical channel numbers as define by the rejected claims. The use of preferences 
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and logical channel numbers as defined by the rejected claims is not disclosed or si^ested by 
Stinebniner or Kohashi. either alone or in combination. Therefbre, tliis rejection is traversed, 

The Office Action rejects Claim 5/2-4, and 1 5/ 1 2- 1 4 under the provisions of 35 
U»S*C, § 103(a), 83 being obvious over iCohashi in view of Stinebmner and further in view of 
US. Patent No. 6»272.343 issued in the naroe of Pon et aL (hereinafter referred to as Ponet 
al). The Bxaniiner asserts that Pon et al- teach that in the case of conflict between logicat 
channel numbers and country of origin, preference is given to the signal with the highest 
signal strength. The Applicant, respectfully^ pohits out that there is no disclosure or 
suggestion for any conflict between lo^cal channel numbers and country of origin witiiin Pan 
et al.. therefore, it is not possible for any preference to be given for conflicts between logical 
chaxmcl numbers and country of origin. Therefore, this rejection is traversed. 

The Omce Action lejecls Claim65/2*4, 16/12-14 and 1 7-18 under the 
provisions of 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as being obvious over Kohashi in view of Stinebnmer and 
further in view of U.S. Patent No, 6,272^43 issued in the name of Young et al. (hereinafter 
referred to as Young et al,) . The Examiner asserts that Young et al. teach that in the c^ of 
conflict between logical channel numbers and country of origin, preference is given to the any 
broadcast signal containing information about the transmitting network corresponding to the 
predetermined network preference* The Applicant, respectfully, points out that there is no 
disclosure or suggestion for any conflict between logical channel numbers and country of 
origm within Young et al,. therefore, h is not possible for any preference to be given for 
conflicts between logical channel numbers and country of origin. Thereifore, this rejection is 
traversed. 
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Applicant is not aware of any additional patents, publications, or ottier infonnadon not 
prwiously submitted to the Patent and Trademark Office which would be reqiured under 37 
C.F.R. 1.99, 

In view of (he foregoiiig amendment and remarks, the Applicant believes tiiat the 
present application is in condition for allowance, with such allowance being, respectfully. 



Please address all correspondence for this application to: 
Michael E. Belk, Senior Intellectual Property Cotausel 
Philips Intellectual Ptoperty & Standards 
Philips Electronics NA. Corp. 
P.O. BOK3001 

Briarcliff Manor, NY 10510*8001 USA 
Telephone No. (914) 333-9643 

CERTtflCATE OF TRANSMISSION 

T heieby certify that this correspondence 

is bdng transmitted on this date via 

fiuLsimMe tratiMXtission to (571) 273<4f30O AND addressed U>: 

Mail SUip: Amendment 

COMMISSIONER OF PATENTS 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 223 13-1450 

Date of Transmission: November 14> 2005 



requested. 



Respectfully submitted. 




James D. Letmbach 

Patent Attorney Reg. No. 34374 



(Signature) 
By: y 
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